This paper examines civil war resolution as a path dependent process. It engages directly the idea that peace emerges only as a process comprised of battles, negotiations, agreements, and implementation of agreements. I hypothesize that events at earlier stages of the peace process have implications for later stages, but not always in the same ways. Drawing on bargaining models of war, I consider how two factors that might prevent successful bargaining -stalemates and the number of actors -can encourage cooperation early in a peace process but impede lasting cooperation at later stages. Using a nested dichotomies statistical approach to capture path dependence, I find support for the argument that stalemates and the number of actors have different effects depending on the stage of the peace process. The results substantiate the need in theoretical and policy work to consider peace as an interdependent, path-dependent process.
Introduction
Following over 18 months of civil war in Chechnya, Russians and Chechens found themselves in a military stalemate. In the summer of 1996, Russians and Chechens negotiated and reached the Khasavyurt Accord, which allowed an immediate end to the war. But the agreement left many factors unclear, perhaps most importantly which side would be most likely to win if the war was fought to the end. Thus the stalemate provided a necessary push to reach a negotiated agreement, but left open many important questions. Within three years, the Khasavyurt peace accord between Russians and Chechens broke down and war resumed.
The series of events in Chechnya suggest that lasting peace following a civil war, or the conclusion of a peace agreement, only emerges as part of a longer process. According to Darby (2001, 11) the term "'peace process' recognizes that the cycle of activities necessary to produce a just and lasting agreement stretches backward and forward from the actual period of negotiations..." (11) . Others emphasize the need to examine war and peace as a process because the interdependencies across stages might provide important clues to understanding why war resolution is successful or why it fails (Filson & Werner 2002 , Diehl 2006 .
Despite compelling reasons to treat war as a process (Bremer & Cusack 1995) , most scholarship on war considers isolated periods, such as onset or reaching an agrement. Where studies do examine multiple periods in the process of war, the conclusions still typically imply that certain factors always encourage peace or other factors always work against it.
Mutually hurting stalemates, for example, are argued to be an important impetus for peace (Zartman 1989 ) that does not vary over the course of the peace process. This paper considers the possibility that different factors such as stalemates could have different effects at different stages of a peace process. As in the Chechnya example, the stalemate led to an immediate peace agreement, but one that ultimately failed.
Drawing on bargaining models of war, a primary argument in this paper is that the evolution of the war and peace process reveals information (Filson & Werner 2002 ) that shapes decision-making. But uncertainty is likely to have different effects on intermediate outcomes (e.g., negotiations) and final outcomes (e.g., implementation) of the peace process. I contend that negotiations and peace agreements are possible even in the presence of uncertainty.
But peace agreements are not likely to be fully implemented until information problems are near-fully resolved. Certain factors, such as stalemates, might encourage negotiations to occur, but they can impede the information revelation process that would have occurred through fighting battles. This makes it difficult for combatants to agree to fully implement any negotiations or agreements that resolve the war. Thus, events occurring earlier in a peace process may affect bargaining and lead to very different outcomes at different stages, a hallmark of path dependent processes.
To evaluate the path dependencies of the civil war resolution process, I estimate nested logit models of the probabilities that combatants: (1) decide to engage in formal negotiations with each other, (2) reach a peace agreement to end the civil war, conditional on negotiating with each other, and (3) successfully implement the terms of the agreement, conditional on negotiating and reaching an agreement. The results of the analyses offer support for the argument about path dependence. Two factors that affect the bargaining process, stalemates and the number of actors, encourage the initiation of a formal peace process, but can undermine the implementation of peace agreements.
The analysis in the paper makes several contributions to the study of bargaining and civil wars. First, it provides a more explicit test of the information approach as applied to civil wars than has been conducted in most studies. Because so much attention has been given to credible commitments in the civil war literature, this analysis points to the need for greater attention to uncertainty across interdependent stages of a peace process. Second, the analysis shows that certain factors could have differential effects on a peace process, depending on the stages, thus necessitating careful theoretical consideration and policy recommendations regarding timing of peace initiatives. While attention has been devoted both to stalemates and the number of actors, this analysis refines our understanding of the conditions under which these factors are most or least consequential. Thus, the analysis demonstrates the need to take seriously the notion of path dependence in civil wars.
In what follows, I consider how focusing on information problems and path dependence complements the credible commitment approach, which has gained considerable currency in studies of civil war resolution. Then, I detail a theoretical argument that directly engages the path dependence of peace processes, highlighting how the process of information revelation can lead to different effects at different stages of the peace process. Following, I test the argument and discuss the path dependence in the results -namely that different factors have different effects depending on their timing during the peace process. The results imply lessons about the timing of peace initiatives for actors interested in conflict resolution, with which I conclude the paper.
Literature
The resolution of civil wars has been the subject of considerable discussion in recent years (e.g., Hartzell & Hoddie 2003 , Doyle & Sambanis 2006 . Much of the research in political science has adopted a rationalist perspective, most notably associated with the bargaining literature. The bargaining model of war begins with the premise that there always exists an agreement that is preferable to war (Fearon 1995) . Because fighting destroys resources, potential combatants are always better off settling a dispute short of war, which makes all parties better off (Powell 2006) . For various reasons -most prominently, asymmetric information about capabilities or a lack of credible commitments to keep peace -pre-war bargaining sometimes fails, and disputants go to war. Exhaustive reviews of the bargaining and war literature can be found elsewhere (Reiter 2003 , Reiter 2009 ), but I consider how two of the main bargaining problems have been applied to civil wars.
The civil war literature quickly adopted insights from the bargaining model of interstate war, but scholars emphasized credible commitment problems primarily. Walter (2002) offers the most prominent exposition of the credible commitment logic to ending civil wars, contending that events occurring during wars are peripheral concerns unless the implementation of a peace agreement is somehow made credible. The logic is compelling: if one or more parties are required to disarm completely, which they often are, then without a guarantee against exploitation by the stronger party, the party required to disarm is unlikely to do so. Third-parties are posited as a solution to the commitment problem because they can offer to guarantee the security of the civil war combatants militarily. While important, the emphasis on credible commitments in the civil war literature has drawn attention away from underlying war dynamics, especially those from the bargaining literature. Although some attention has been devoted to information problems in civil wars (e.g., Kirschner 2010), according to Walter (2009, 258-259) , very little is known, theoretically and empirically, about how information problems are resolved, which stands in marked contrast to the study of interstate wars.
Drawing on Blainey (1988) , Clausewitz (1993) , and others, the information perspective was developed extensively in the context of interstate wars and offers many insights into the conditions under which interstate wars end (Wagner 2000 , Filson & Werner 2002 , Slantchev 2003 , Powell 2004 , Smith & Stam 2004 .
1 This literature argues that if information failures occurred prior to the war, then fighting during war should reveal information about capabilities, resolve, or the costs of fighting that would allow parties to reach an agreement.
Arguably, information problems have important effects on the resolution of civil wars (e.g., Walter 2009 ), but the effects may not be uniform over the course of a peace process. By construction, most work analyzes information problems for war onset until a peace agreement or victory is reached, thereby neglecting a full discussion of the peace process including the implementation of agreements. In what follows, I instead consider the possibility that information problems are most consequential when considered across multiple stages of a 1 Strikingly, the credible commitment problem following war endings is, however, almost completely absent from the literature on ending interstate wars (with the notable exceptions of Werner & Yuen 2005 , Reiter 2009 , Wolford, Reiter & Carrubba 2010 peace process, in which implementation of an agreement is the likely final outcome of a war.
3 Path Dependence, Bargaining, and Peace
Recognizing that negotiating or reaching a peace agreement is alone insufficient for peace, scholars have recently made a convincing case for conceptualizing peacemaking as a process (Hampson 1996 , Hopmann 1996 , Walter 2003 .
2 In a full peace process, combatants can move through (0) war, (1) negotiations, (2) an agreement, and (3) implementation of the agreement. Some combatants are clearly strong enough to pursue victory. If one of the combatants does not achieve immediate victory, however, belligerents may also decide to negotiate a peaceful agreement. The course of the war in large measure determines bargaining capacity during the negotiation period. Negotiations typically end in a return to war or a peaceful agreement. If combatants return to war, then the war and peace process begins again. If combatants succeed in negotiating an agreement, then they must begin implementing the agreement, which may hold up or break down.
The paths through the war and peace process imply that the war itself and the early stages of the peace process create path dependencies and such dynamics can affect the likelihood of ultimately implementing a successful peace agreement. That is, the conditions of the war when negotiations begin might not only affect whether negotiations succeed, but also whether an agreement is ultimately implemented, thereby contributing to lasting peace.
Path dependence is an elusive concept, but it conveys important meaning about many social processes (David 1985 , Arthur 1994 , Pierson 2000 . In recent years, path dependence has been associated mostly with the idea that some processes experience positive feedback or increasing returns. More generally, the concept of path dependence has become a term to indicate that "history matters", without offering unique analytic leverage (Page 2006 ). If applied appropriately, however, the logic of path dependence could offer useful insights into bargaining over the resolution of civil wars.
Following Page's (2006) suggestions, a few analytical considerations are important in understanding peace processes. First, short-term path-dependent outcomes and long-term path-dependent equilibria are analytically distinct. Thus, successfully deciding to negotiate or reach an agreement are only short-term outcomes on a path towards some longer run equilibrium, such as a fully implemented agreement. Earlier outcomes play an instrumental role in shaping the longer-run equilibrium. Second, the sequence of events during peace processes matters. The conditions of the war at the time negotiations begin, for example, are important not only for whether negotiations are successful (a short-term outcome), but also for whether implementation can later be achieved (longer-run equilibrium).
Finally, in contrast to deterministic systems, the early phases of a peace process might be more important than the initial conditions of the war. For instance, ethnicity might not be the primary cause of some civil wars, but violence typically strengthens and sharpens identity concerns, which have an effect on the dynamics and resolution of the war (Kalyvas 2006 ).
Understanding why a war begins is important, but events taking place late in the war and early in the peace process affect the likelihood of successful implementation. I now turn to a more explicit consideration of the bargaining model of war, which helps elucidate the path dependence of civil war peace processes.
Information and Bargaining
As the war and peace processes evolve, so too evolves the information that combatants have about the distribution of power or the costs of fighting (Powell 2004 ) that might help them resolve the war peacefully. Based on the bargaining approach, the convergence of beliefs on the actual capability distribution (or resolve) is a means by which wars end (Slantchev 2003) .
And yet wars may be temporarily halted even without resolving information problems. Because of a mutually hurting stalemate or through pressure from a mediator, for example, combatants might begin negotiations even in the presence of continued uncertainty. Arguably, when periods of peace emerge without complete information being revealed, the peace is more likely to break down at some point in the future. Thus, a short-term peaceful outcome in a path dependent process, such as a successfully negotiated agreement, might not successfully result in a long-run peaceful equilibrium (an implemented peace agreement).
The analytic challenge is to identify the conditions under which information about capabilities and resolve is revealed sufficiently, thus making wars more likely to end in the short-and long-term. Understanding how information problems are compounded, on the other hand, should give insights into the conditions under which peace might be obtained This idea is consistent with what some have said about interstate wars: stalemates can leave parties unsatisfied and more likely to challenge the stalemated outcome in the future (Blainey 1988 , Hensel 1994 , Box-Steffensmeier, Reiter & Zorn 2003 . When stalemates occur, information asymmetries are high and little precise information is revealed to combatants, but negotiations can reveal information (Slantchev 2003) . Thus, a stalemate might encourage the initiation of negotiations that allow more information to be revealed to combatants.
If negotiations do not fully resolve information deficiencies, which is likely given the high uncertainty, then reaching or implementing an agreement may be difficult, despite experiencing a stalemate. Parties recognize that reaching or implementing an agreement could solidify a new status quo, making any future challenges to the agreement much more difficult. Thus, parties will want to be sure that they have fully resolved information problems and attained what they expect based on their capabilities before reaching or implementing a new agreement.
Paradoxically, stalemates might force parties to cooperate in the short-term, but they are not likely conducive for a long-term resolution of the war. Indeed, stalemates might simply create more of an incentive to derail a peace agreement that occurs at some later time because information problems were not fully resolved. This highlights a potentially important path-dependent aspect of the peace process:
importantly, uncertainty over the continued costs of fighting may be key to actors' decisions to cooperate or continue violence.
When multiple actors compete against each other in the process of a war, actors likely face greater informational challenges regarding the consequences of continued fighting. That is, as the war appears likely to go on for a long time among a variety of actors, the expected costs of continued fighting become prohibitive, thus making each combatant's expected value for continued fighting decrease relative to its expectation for settlement. As the expected value of fighting a long war decreases, it is more likely that combatants will choose to negotiate with each other in an attempt to forestall a long and costly war. In such a case, negotiations could occur before information problems have been fully resolved. And yet despite being an impetus for negotiations, there are compelling reasons why negotiations will fail in the presence of multiple actors.
If combatants choose to negotiate, information about the distribution of power and the costs of fighting should be revealed during the negotiations, which could lead to fewer incentives for combatants to reject a proposed peace agreement. On the other hand, with multiple actors, extremists can undermine moderates (Kydd & Walter 2002 , Lake 2002 , spoilers can emerge more easily (Stedman 1997) , the bargaining space can shrink, information asymmetries can persist, and parties could shift allegiances prior to reaching agreement (Cunningham 2006) . If agreements are somehow reached in a multi-actor war, in the absence of a resolution of the information asymmetries; understanding the true capabilities and resolve of all the actors would be difficult. Thus, obtaining fully implemented agreements should be less likely in multi-actor environments. This discussion of the multiplicity of actors leads to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2 In multi-actor wars, combatants are more likely to negotiate over an end to the war but less likely to reach a peaceful agreement or implement the agreement, if signed.
The discussion, thus far, has focused on potential obstacles to the information revelation process that affect the intermediate and ultimate outcomes of the war. According to Walter (2002) , credible commitment problems might trump the importance of wartime dynamics, such as the information revelation process. While a full discussion of third-parties is beyond the scope of this paper, I consider one implication of the discussion above: if information problems are not resolved, then third-parties will have a more difficult time even resolving commitment problems. 
Research Design
The dependent variable is an ordered, sequential scale measuring the stages of the peace process (0 = negotiations not started, 1 = negotiations held, 2 = agreement reached, and 3 = successful implementation). Given that the outcomes of the peace process are both ordered and sequential, I estimate "nested dichotomies" (nested logit specifically) to capture this process accurately. (A more detailed explanation of nested logit is contained in the Appendix, along with variable descriptions and other coding rules.)
The statistical analysis is based on the civil wars identified by Doyle & Sambanis (2000) .
Their coding is similar to standard codings except that the battle-death threshold (1,000) needs to be satisfied over the course of the entire conflict, rather than each year, and wars are collapsed if less than two years separate them. I match much of Walter's (2002) data on 72 civil wars for the 1945-1992 period with Doyle & Sambanis (2000) and then update the coding for key variables -especially the dependent variable. 5 I incorporate wars that occurred following 1992 from Doyle & Sambanis (2000) , bringing the total number of civil wars in the sample to 116. The civil war phase is the unit of analysis, with 116 observations.
The dependent variable resembles Walter's (2002) coding of the three-stage decision process. Her coding requires the inclusion of all major parties and that they negotiate and implement agreements in "good faith". Because cooperation can occur among subsets of combatants, in my sample negotiations are coded if some subset of the main parties met face to face and discussed a political solution to the war and a political solution that emerged from negotiations is coded as a peace agreement (excluding ceasefires). If there was no return to major violence for five years, and the parties at least partially implemented the terms of the agreement, then the case is coded as being successfully implemented. Identifying negotiations in good faith is not straightforward, as parties might have "devious objectives" (Richmond 1998) , including the use of violence to extract negotiations. Such behavior might appear suspicious and would be excluded when possibly it should not be. Thus, including the full set of peace processes in which parties negotiate, reach agreements, and/or attempt to implement the agreement is important.
The primary explanatory factors in the theoretical argument relate to factors that affect the information structure during the war. Because expectations are group-level phenomena, they are difficult to measure in the aggregate. Thus, to operationalize the role of capability and resolve, I focus on measuring key systemic factors such as the distribution of capabilities or information about the capabilities, which help me capture the underlying logic of the argument. 6 I also use measures of third-party involvement, such as security guarantees (Walter 2002 
Matching the Hypotheses
The hypotheses set forth above predict likely outcomes of a settlement process based on two key concepts: the distribution of capabilities and the number of actors.
Distribution of Capabilities: Consistent with bargaining theories of war, a group's share of the distribution of capabilities is expected to be roughly equivalent to the probability of prevailing in conflict. By extension, the share of the distribution of capabilities should be roughly equivalent to a group's share of any settlement terms. Although a measure capturing capability is likely quite important for understanding civil wars, few attempts have been made to capture the distribution of capabilities in civil wars.
Capturing an actor's capability (or the overall distribution of capabilities) has proven difficult in many quantitative studies. Statistical studies rely on indicators that are easily
quantified, yet many aspects of a civil war combatant's capability structure, such as social institutions are difficult to capture. As no one measure is likely to be sufficient, I use a couple of measures to capture the overall distribution of capabilities.
First, I use a measure of whether a stalemate occurred during the war. The logic behind this measure is that if a stalemate occurred, it is likely that there was relative parity between the opposing parties, but the uncertainty about the distribution of capabilities is extreme at this level (Reed 2003) . When a stalemate does not occur, then this suggests that at least one actor is able to gain an advantage, which the combatants are more certain about.
Second, I also use a measure of relative capabilities between the government and rebels drawn from Cunningham, Gleditsch & Salehyan (2005) . They code an ordinal variable with five categories that ranges from rebels being: (1) much weaker, (2) weaker, (3) parity, (4) stronger, and (5) consequences. I expect that if stalemates occur, then the information revelation process is 7 One alternative to the ordinal variable is a measure of the ratio of rebel troops to government troops. Unfortunately, there are considerable missing data, which limits the utility of this approach. Even splicing together measures from different datasets leaves many missing values. Such a measure also has difficulty capturing guerrilla forces that are typically extremely difficult even to identify. Furthermore, one has to question the validity of the various measures of troops that currently exist, as they differ drastically in many cases. For example, two separate measures of the number of opposition troops involved in the Chinese civil war differ by more than 500,000 troops (Regan 2002 , Cunningham, Gleditsch & Salehyan 2005 . This is an extreme example, but in general there is significant variation across a number of cases.
Other options to capture the distribution of capability include transforming the variable by aggregating (averaging) all the dyads. Yet this approach is not satisfactory because the measure is ordinal. Although it is common in the social sciences to use ordinal variables in regression analysis, statisticians generally argue that ordinal variables should not even be used in regression contexts. Thus, transforming an ordinal variable stretches the limits of good statistical practice. Despite this, for the sake of evaluating the robustness of the measure I do use one transformation of the variable that is somewhat justifiable and explain this in the "robustness" section of the Appendix.
stymied. Although temporary cooperation is possible, long-term cooperation is far less likely.
Number of Factions:
The importance of measuring the number of actors stems from the idea that the more actors there are, the greater the uncertainty there is likely to be about the capability structure and likely distributional outcomes (Walter 2009 
Additional Measures
Third-Party Peace Interventions: As indicated above, third parties could affect the provision of information as well as whether agreements are likely to be implemented. Thirdparty interventions as part of a peace mission or to provide a security guarantee are two primary ways in which third-parties intervene to promote peace. Yet it is possible that third-party effects differ by the type of intervention or by the time at which they intervene. I examine the possibility that third-parties have different effects depending on the stage of the peace process: during the war, negotiations, or implementation.
Furthermore, I examine the effects of UN or non-UN (by states) peace operations because the theory does not suggest a difference so long as the intervention is a peace operation, as opposed to a biased military intervention.
9 The peace operation measure is from the Doyle & Sambanis (2000) dataset and ranges from no intervention to: mediation, observers, peacekeeping, and peace enforcement (see Appendix for details). Increases in the values of this measure represent greater third-party commitment to the peace operation, and if third-parties were involved in multiple tasks, then the highest level is coded.
In addition to the peace operation measure, I also examine whether a third-party made a guarantee to support (militarily) a given peace agreement. These data are based on the coding criteria in Cunningham (2006) . Although peace operations and security guarantees appear similar in purpose, they differ in practice. A peace operation can consist of actions as simple as placing observers in the civil war region or mediating a conflict. They can also include higher levels of involvement, such as a full peacekeeping mission.
A security guarantee, on the other hand, is an explicit promise by the third-party to insure, with a significant number of troops, that the terms of a peace agreement are implemented and that the state does not return to war. By definition, a security guarantee represents the highest level of involvement, and it exceeds that of even many peacekeeping missions. Thus, these two measures capture different aspects of third-party involvement. 
Summary of Statistical Approach
The following table summarizes the outcomes on the dependent variables along with their associated explanatory variables by stage. Also see the Appendix for a summary of the coding of each variable as well as descriptive statistics about each one. In the next sections, I discuss the results for each of the hypotheses, and then in a separate section I consider the additional variables.
[ (Slantchev 2003) given that battlefield information is not forthcoming.
The theoretical argument also predicts that as the number of actors increases, the likelihood of deciding to negotiate increases as well (Hypothesis 2). When there are many actors, information problems are extreme, which should motivate actors to negotiate in order to generate more information about the distribution of capabilities and resolve.
The results of the analysis support both hypotheses. The result that stalemate encourages cooperation is similar but not identical to findings in other literatures on civil war negotiations (see a brief review in Zartman 1995, 8) . For example, Zartman argues that a "mutually hurting stalemate" is necessary for negotiations to occur and lead to an agreement. A stalemate between parties offers information about the ability of the parties to win or negotiate in the short-term, but the bargaining approach suggests that it leaves the distribution of capabilities and resolve ambiguous, especially given the fact that both can change substantially over the course of the peace process.
As rebel strength increases, the government has less of a preponderance of strength; in approximately 30% of the cases, in fact, the rebels are stronger than the government. When actors are at parity, the distribution of capabilities and resolve is relatively more ambiguous than if one party was clearly much more powerful than another. Thus, each side might feel an immediate need to negotiate, but the long-term implications are not as clear-cut.
11
The results of the analysis with respect to the number of actors is consistent with Hypothesis 2, but perhaps counterintuitive. They show that as the number of actors increases, the probability of cooperation also increases. Most work on civil wars in particular and other topics more generally finds that as the number of actors increases, cooperation decreases (Bloom 2005 , Kydd & Walter 2002 . According to the theoretical argument, given that there are so many actors, information problems are extreme, especially as relates to the continued costs of fighting. Negotiations offer a means by which combatants can avert a long war and also reduce uncertainty about capabilities and resolve. In the Democratic
Republic of the Congo in the late 1990s, for example, there were a number of parties in the conflict (up to 10 depending on when, and who, one counts). Over the course of the war and peace process, (between 1998-2002 ) there were at least 10 different sets of negotiations between the various parties. Although counterintuitive, the argument offers an explanation about why this is the case: negotiations might be an attempt to avert an otherwise much longer war and can provide another, potentially richer, source of information.
Because groups have to pass through earlier stages in order to arrive at the later stages, this path dependency shapes the set of cases that advance. The analysis reveals that the set of cases at Stages 2 and 3 are likely stalemated and closer to parity in their capabilities.
Thus, when estimating the impact of the various covariates in later stages, the analysis is capturing variation within an already more symmetric set of cases that also includes higher numbers of actors. According to the path dependence argument, this may make any peace agreement harder to reach and then harder to implement.
11 Note that because rebels can be stronger than the government, the rebel strength measure does not precisely capture the hypothesized relationship. In the robustness section, I discuss a variable transformation that allows me to more accurately to address this. The results are much stronger, lending even further confidence to the hypothesized relationship. I do not use the transformed variable in the main analysis because it reduces the categories on the ordered variable from 5 to 3, which further strains statistical assumptions. Hypothesis 1 suggests that actors experiencing a stalemate or relative symmetry in capabilities are less likely to cooperate than actors in wars that did not experience a stalemate.
Stage 2: The Conclusion of an Agreement
The finding for the stalemate measure supports the directional expectation in Hypothesis 1, but it is not statistically significant. This result casts doubt on the importance of the mutually hurting stalemate hypothesis. Instead, my analysis suggests that stalemates produce ambiguities about capabilities and resolve, which encourage negotiations, but are not conducive to taking the important step of reaching a peace agreement.
12
Hypothesis 2 states that as the number of actors increases, the likelihood of reaching an agreement, given that actors have decided to negotiate, should decrease. Although many actors might be more willing to negotiate to avert war or reduce uncertainty about capabilities, numerous factors, such as spoilers and extremists or a smaller bargaining space, could prevent multi-actor wars from reaching an agreement. The results of the analysis are consistent with the directional expectation, but are not statistically significant.
Findings in other studies suggest that, similar to my argument, the number of actors should be negatively correlated with the likelihood of reaching an agreement. Cunningham (2006) , for example, finds that the more "veto players" there are, the longer the duration 12 In the Stage 1 analysis, I use a measure of rebel strength to capture the relative symmetry in the distribution of capabilities, but it is not likely to be the best measure at this stage (or during implementation). The rebel strength indicator, which is measured at the beginning of the war, applies better to earlier stages. Once parties are actively negotiating, significant changes have likely occurred both to decrease capabilities (in battle) or increase capabilities (in the absence of costly fighting). Thus, by the agreement and implementation stages, rebel strength may have decreased or increased substantially. of a war. Although his focus is on the duration of civil wars, his general finding is that the more actors there are, the more difficult cooperation becomes. show that stalemates are negatively and significantly related to implementation of peace agreements. The logic behind this claim and the associated results is that stalemates create ambiguities about the distribution of capabilities or resolve, which lead to "inherently risky" agreements, which is consistent with some arguments and findings in the interstate war context (e.g., Box-Steffensmeier, Reiter & Zorn 2003 , Werner & Yuen 2005 . Although stalemates make conflicts ripe for negotiations, we should be concerned about the long-term viability of any agreements that occur because of persistent disagreement about capabilities.
[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]
Hypothesis 2 states that as the number of actors increases, the likelihood of successfully implementing an agreement, given that actors have negotiated and reached an agreement, decreases. As outlined above, if agreements are reached in multi-actor wars, it is not likely that information problems were fully resolved, or it is also possible that significant changes (e.g., spoiler emergence or shifting alliances) occurred with at least one of the actors following the peace agreement, leading it to seek a renegotiation of the terms or pursue outright victory.
Hypothesis 3 suggests that even though third-parties can often encourage peace by securing credible commitments, if information problems are not resolved, then third-parties 13 Although we should not read too much into a "non-result," the potential empirical finding that the number of actors does not matter at least suggests that future research examine this more closely. It is also possible that there is simply a complex nonmonotonic relationship that this analysis is not able to explain. In sum, the finding is inconsistent with the hypothesis, but neither the expectation nor the result is precise.
are not likely to be successful. To test this hypothesis, I interacted the stalemate variable with security guarantees and also with UN peace operations. This test does not separate information and credible commitment problems, but allows a test of whether commitment problems are more difficult to resolve in the presence of continued information problems.
I consider each interaction term in two separate regressions and find that the results strongly support the hypothesis. When a security guarantee and stalemate are both present, implementation is much less likely (β = −15.962 and p = 0.000). When a stalemate and peace operation are both present, the result is similarly strong (β = −8.021 and p = 0.000).
While this analysis does not pretend to sort out all of the differences between information and credible commitment approaches, the result is striking in that it suggests that information problems may be as important as credible commitment problems. And the result is indirectly related to some of the work on imposed settlements of interstate wars in that it suggests that efforts to impose settlements may not work if information problems are not fully resolved.
Additional Variables
When third-parties engage in peace operations during a war, it appears that negotiations are indeed more likely to occur. The costs of entering negotiations are not prohibitive and, moreover, third-parties can provide further incentives to come to the table.
14 In the IsraeliPalestinian and Israeli-Egyptian conflicts, for examples, it is evident that third-parties, especially the U.S., were able to get the combatants to the negotiating table fairly easily over the course of many years. That third-party peace operations have different effects at different stages is an interesting finding and builds on the findings of Greig & Diehl (2005) who also find that peacekeepers often become obstacles before agreements are reached. However, their findings are stronger for interstate, rather than civil wars. In general, these results suggest that past research may have overemphasized, or at least has not clearly identified, the role of third-parties throughout an entire peace process.
In addition to third-party peace operations and security guarantees, the analysis also Disproportionately strong groups do not need to agree to power-sharing arrangements; their usefulness is most evident in cases of power parity. A tabulation of the power-sharing arrangements and initial rebel strength shows that only 10% of power-sharing arrangements occur between parties at the extremes of asymmetry (rebels much weaker or stronger), which supports my contention that peace processes are path dependent. A disproportionate share of wars in which combatants negotiate with each other are closer to power parity. It is also these cases that leave the most ambiguity about the distribution of capabilities (Reed 2003) , which might provide an explanation for why negotiated settlements are often so brittle (Downes 2004) .
It is possible that power-sharing is not an accurate proxy for the capability distribution or information about the capability distribution. To examine this more closely, I estimated two additional regressions with: (1) the rebel strength measure as a predictor of reaching an agreement and (2) an interaction of the rebel strength and power sharing measures. In the first case, the coefficient for the rebel strength measure is positive (0.392), as expected, and the p-value is 0.119, thus missing conventional thresholds for statistical significance.
When estimating a model that interacts power sharing and rebel strength, the coefficient is positive (1.282) with a p-value of 0.011 and a predicted change of 82% (for a change from 1 s.d. below the mean to 1 s.d. above the mean). While not conclusive, there appears to be a potential connection between power-sharing and parity, at least as parity is measured ex ante. RENAMO in Mozambique, for example, posed a significantly balanced threat to the FRELIMO government and, subsequently, was able to make arrangements for power-sharing terms in a peaceful settlement.
At the third-stage, power sharing is positively related to successful implementation and is statistically significant. The results show that power-sharing increases the likelihood of cooperation, which fits the logic sketched above. In general and over time it appears that the more information that is available to the parties, the more likely it is that cooperation will result.
Conclusion
The quantitative data analysis helps me address hypotheses about the outcomes of peace processes. Overall, the results for Stage 1 suggest that current studies finding a uniformly positive impact of stalemates or a uniformly negative impact for increases in the number of actors reconsider the logic of why differences in these factors might be a help or a hinderance. This analysis also finds that when groups in civil war are relatively equal in capability the possibility for short-term cooperation is much higher than long-term. This suggests an explanation for why in places such as Sri Lanka, stalemates often preceded negotiations, even though negotiations typically fell apart. It appears that in Sri Lanka, ceasefires (informal or formal) were used for nothing more than times to regroup and attempt to gain an upper hand. Furthermore, the civil war cases that advance to negotiations and implementation are disproportionately symmetric.
These findings encourage optimism in some respects, but pessimism in others. The clearest finding is that certain factors have different effects depending on the stage. Consistent with the bargaining logic outlined in the paper, stalemates and higher numbers of actors, both of which compound information problems, make negotiations more likely, but implementation less likely. The findings indicate that a complex set of incentives faces civil war combatants -not only during implementation, but also earlier in the peace process. That certain factors have different effects at different times is striking and one with important policy implications: parties interested in conflict resolution should recognize the importance of path dependence in peace processes and adjust their strategies accordingly. 
